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RL:

This is an interview of Professor Hugh Friedman for the project: Conversations in Legal

Education: Oral Histories of the First Half-Century of the University of San Diego School of
Law. The interview is being conducted by Ruth Levor at the University of San Diego Legal
Research Center on November 14, 2005. This is the fourth session of this set of interviews.
Tapes and transcripts of this interview will be archived at the University of San Diego’s Copley
Library.
Once you became a full-time professor, then you got into things like sabbaticals and the
like. What were the requirements for granting sabbaticals, and what was the process like?
CHF: I don’t think it’s changed much from my own experience and recall, because when I
started full-time in seventy-seven, I knew I had to teach full-time for six years anyway before I’d
be eligible to apply for a sabbatical. I think the application process is pretty much as I remember
it, what it was then as it is now.
I’ve had, I guess, four or five sabbaticals over the years. I guess you’re familiar with what
it is. One simply, if eligible, writes a note to the dean and to the, I think, to the president,
mentioning that you are eligible. It’s been six years of continuous full-time teaching since my
last sabbatical or since I was given tenure or hired or whatever, and therefore, I am eligible for a
sabbatical in the upcoming academic year and would request a consideration or approval.
In my case, I’ve always taken a half year rather than the full year, half year at half pay …
RL:

Half year at full pay.

CHF: I’m sorry, a half year at full pay, yes, rather than a whole year at half pay. Then, I simply
lay out my plan, which has been various over the years.
RL:

What kinds of things have you done with your sabbaticals?

CHF: Well, I think probably the best sabbatical and the most productive was the one before this
when I had the opportunity to go to Singapore and lecture there and give some lectures to the
government, to the courts, the judges, the Supreme Court, and to the office of the attorney
general there and consult with the government about securities regulations, particularly brief
them on what our American national or federal securities laws were up to, the changes that were
in the wind and had recently been made then and compare them with some of the things that
were going on in Europe.
It was really a very interesting time. I was there under the auspices of what was then the
AIA, American Information, AI …
RL:

AID?

CHF: AID. Well, I worked out of the office of the embassy, the American embassy. The
American ambassador there was a friend, actually. It was through his good offices that we
cooked this up. But they were eager for it. They were ripe, because the Asian markets had
imploded just before that time. Japan, which had been riding very high, was near collapse. It
didn’t, of course, collapse, but all of a sudden, all of the expansion and the economic boom in
Japan just halted, and the repercussions were felt all through Malaysia, through southeast Asia,
all over that region, because most of the businesses, most of the countries, were borrowing from
Japan or were investing with Japan, and so they were all hurting.
They wondered why the bubble had burst and what they could do to prevent it in the
future. They were particularly interested in knowing how they could replicate Silicon Valley.
How was it that we had this incredible high-tech boom, and that we were so far ahead of them in
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computer technology and other kinds of technology, not so much scientifically as just in terms of
product and marketing and investment.
And so I enjoyed lecturing about, putting together a lecture, my perception of the
difficulties, almost the impossibilities really of recreating what occurred in Silicon Valley,
because among other things, there you had a wonderful, just serendipitous mix of risk-taking
capitalists, financiers, based in San Francisco primarily, but in the west and to some extent on the
east coast, venture capitalists they came to be known, and you had these whiz kids, these garage
geniuses coming out of Stanford and Cal Tech, and they were looking for the capital to match
their ideas, and they wanted to miniaturize what the Japanese really had developed, which was
the large frame computers. They developed the PC. Of course, one of the foremost of them, the
best known, was Apple and Steve Jobs and Wozniak and the like.
Then, you had the universities themselves nurturing and providing consulting from the
academic base, but all of it really was risk taking, particularly on the part of the innovators, the
developers. These kids, I call them kids, but they weren’t afraid of falling flat on their face and
then picking themselves up, dusting themselves off, and getting back in the game. I was lecturing
about how difficult it is in the culture in southeast Asia, where face is so important, and where
failure is something that could really not be well abided, let alone kind of applauded in a way
that they were risk-takers and willing to try, and if they didn’t succeed, maybe next time, they’ll
do better.
Even the legal system there, which I pointed out, punished those who had been directors,
for example, or public companies that had gone into insolvency, frequently through no fault of
their own. At that time, much of it was just a ripple effect from the over-expansion in Japan and
from just imploding. It was a lot to talk about and have a dialog with them about, and it was
really fascinating. I enjoyed it very much, and I spent some time there. I went back a couple of
times during my sabbatical.
RL:

Was that around ninety-eight?

CHF: I believe so, ninety-seven, ninety-eight, in the late nineties.
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RL:

In having that dialog, did you sense any openness to question that longstanding tradition

of maintaining face and to enter a kind of financial risk-taking?
CHF: You know, it’s very difficult to get openness on the part of members of that culture. It’s
very hard to get feedback as to how they’re receiving much of what you’re offering. There were
a lot of questions about how we tried to preserve the integrity of our market system, and this is
long before the recent revelations of abuses and scandals of the Enrons, the WorldComs, the
Tycos that occurred in the last several years. This was before that, and it was a relatively quiet
period in the markets in the United States, but still, I pointed out that our system was designed to
have much more transparency.
Transparency is sort of inconsistent with that culture. Particularly in the Orient, the banks,
the investment bankers, the commercial banks, the industrial companies, they’re all part of these
conglomerates, and they’re all tightly allied. There are the Mitsubishi companies, and there are
the Sanyo or other companies, and there’s Fuji, and each of them has banks and industrial
businesses, and they all compete, but the conundrum is that all of the top people of all of those
industries meet, and they really control the government, certainly with respect to the economic
issues.
RL:

So they’re almost state companies, although not technically state companies?

CHF: Well, except I think government is more a handmaiden or facilitator, and at least, at that
time, my observation is government in those countries, particularly in Singapore, is really
autocratic rule. I won’t call it a dictatorship, but it’s not a democracy.
Japan is—people vote and they elect—but they’re largely dependent on the economic
interests, not terribly unlike much of our country when you really get down to it. That’s where
the money is.
On the specific issue of adopting comparable securities laws and enforcing them, I knew
that I was bucking against the grain, against the ingrained notions of what has to happen. Even to
this day, though there have been some strides—they did adopt some laws, and I at some point
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was asked to review some drafts of proposed legislation and so forth, and I did and commented. I
enjoyed all that. It was a lot of fun.
RL:

It sounds like it.

CHF: Other sabbaticals were not as travel-involved. Several of my sabbaticals I tied into
teaching in Professor Lazerow’s summer law studies abroad, sponsored by USD. I taught in Paris
most of those times in the summer. If I had a sabbatical in the spring, I would start early and go
to Europe and do some research to prepare on some comparative materials and then teach the
course in the summer.
RL:

Was that also mostly in the area of securities?

CHF: That was more the area of comparative and business and corporate laws, how the
different countries, particularly the countries in the European Community would try to
harmonize their very different commercial and business laws in major respects and the directives
that came out of that that do harmonize and provide a common set of rules, playing rules for
business …
RL:

For the Common Market?

CHF: … for the Common Market, exactly.
RL:

Are you planning to do that this summer?

CHF: No, it’s been some time since I’ve … I think ninety-nine was the last year, or two
thousand was the last year I taught in Paris, and that was after my last sabbatical. No, I’m a little
burnt out on that.
RL:

I can understand that.
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CHF: My very first foreign summer teaching abroad was the summer of seventy-nine. It was
about a year and a half after I’d come on full status, and Bert asked if I would like to put together
a program in London. It was one major city in the world that he didn’t have a program, and he
thought that the program could be centered around Britain’s fame for commercial law, insurance,
maritime law, other things.
So I said sure, and I spent a couple of trips over the Christmas holidays trying to set up
opportunities for students during the ensuing summer who would sign up for this summer
program to spend some time in lawyers’ offices in London and be sort of like article clerks, not
really, but get that kind of experience, and also work in barristers’ offices if they were interested
in the trial practice, and also arranging with Kings College then at that time in the Strand for the
facilities to house us.
We put the program together, and it was a pretty good one. I got the faculty with Bert’s
help, and it was a good faculty.
RL:

Were they mostly non-USD?

CHF: No, as is typical, I would say a fair percentage, perhaps more than half, were USD, but
there were a number of students from other schools.
RL:

I was referring to the faculty.

CHF: No, Bert has always tried to limit it to two or three, I think, to not over-weight it with
USD. It’s an opportunity to recruit fine faculty from all over the United States and abroad who
are interested in teaching in these exotic places. The work load isn’t all that burdensome.
For example, I knew insurance was an important course to teach in London, and a good
friend of mine for many, many years when I first started in the attorney general’s office, and we
were together there, had become professor and then dean at the University of Washington, Dick
Roddis. He even lived here for a while. He followed me down here to San Diego and practiced
briefly here before he became insurance commissioner in California, and then he was recruited to
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teach at the University of Washington. He was quite an expert on insurance law, and that’s what
he taught. So he spent that first London program with us teaching that.
So that’s the kind of people we were able to get—I was just following him, but Bert was
always able to do.
RL:

I know we’ve even had Supreme Court justices in some programs.

CHF: Oh, yes, Justice Scalia and others. It’s a fine program, and I taught that first year of
London. The program’s continued ever since and done pretty well. I spent some time setting up
these opportunities for training in law offices, and that’s continued, and they’ve built on that.
Then, I taught the next year, I think, in Paris, and then I taught every other year or so for
about five or six times thereafter in Paris. I love Paris. I’d fly over for a quick couple days to
London, but I never taught again anywhere but Paris.
RL:

What are the quarters like? Does the program arrange the quarters for the faculty?

CHF: No, well, they do have some standing accommodations for faculty. They’re pretty nice.
They’re private, I mean you rent them for the summer. The British and the French particularly,
the Parisians, they leave in August, and so most of them are willing to rent their places right in
the city, fully furnished, with an adequate security deposit for the five, six weeks of the course.
I found my own place that first year in London when I was there earlier in the winter
recruiting law firms to take students. I was lucky. I found it in an ad in one of the academic
papers, and it turned out to be a beautiful little one-bedroom, one-bath flat or apartment right
behind Harrod’s in the heart of a wonderful neighborhood, Chelsea and Knightsbridge, just right
in the center of all that. It was a town apartment owned by a British life peer who had been
knighted by, I guess, the queen. He was a professor at Cambridge, an economist. He had
developed some theories, so she knighted him along with others, and this was his little town
home when they were in London, but they were gone for the summer, and they were willing to
rent it out.
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In Paris, we would go over, and I had a favorite little hotel, and we’d sign a reservation
for a week or ten days with the right to leave earlier, and as soon as we got there, we got the
Herald Tribune and looked up apartments to let. I’d always go a couple of weeks before the
program began and run around looking at these apartments and find one. We found some
wonderful apartments all over Paris over the years. Some we enjoyed more than others, but you
got into a neighborhood and you lived there.
RL:

That’s wonderful. It sounds fabulous. When you came on then full time, how did the

promotion system apply to you? You were not an entry-level professor.
CHF: No, I was brought in, and I was pleased that they offered me full professorship and tenure.
They recommended that very quickly, voted on it right after I joined in the fall, and it was
approved, I think, right after Christmas or at the beginning of the next semester, tenure was
granted.
RL:

Who was the dean at that time?

CHF: Weckstein, Don Weckstein.
RL:

So then you had to have gotten into something that you had perhaps happily avoided up

until that time and that would be to participate in faculty governance and meetings and
committee work. What was that like in those days?
CHF: The faculty was smaller then, and there were fewer of us, and so one’s voice could be
heard more loudly or more often or both if the faculty member wanted to press something. Each
dean has his own style of conducting meetings and encouraging or, without either intentionally
or unintentionally discouraging or in turn encouraging discussion or dialog. Some deans have
their minds made up pretty much, whether they consult privately as to what they’d like to do, and
they present it, and you can tell that it’s something that’s important to them. Some are open and
say, “It is important to me.”
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Others it goes through committees and you’re not really sure, but if you dig, you usually
can find out how the dean feels about something.
Except for a couple of my colleagues who’ve always been very proactive and very
diligent and interested in and concerned about faculty governance and law school policies
generally, and there are several that are notable there—That’s important to them. Their entire life
is here on campus and in this institution, not that their scholarship doesn’t take them elsewhere,
but that’s really very critical to them from start to finish, whether it’s hiring or who gets tenure
and who doesn’t and for what reasons; what we should be doing to raise more money; how the
clinics should be treated or not treated. They have strong views on all of those things, and it’s
very important to them to lobby for those views and to push them.
Others including myself, who are a little more sanguine about all of that, I came to learn
at some point fairly early on in my tenure that the faculty was quite divided, and particularly this
crystallized in hiring and tenure decisions. When the appointments committees and tenure
committees, performance or I guess we call them personnel review committees, would report on
a young faculty member or we were looking at hiring laterally particularly somebody that had
been tenured elsewhere, as often as not the discussion and debate would turn on the quality of
that person’s scholarship. There are always faculty members who are very interested in how well
they taught and how they related to students and how available they were to students, how much
time they wanted to spend with students, were they models for students, etcetera, but the
predominant, and I think that’s increased to the point where it’s almost they’ve won the day, is
scholarship.
There were always at least two views on what constitutes adequate or even good
scholarship. That was often an abrasion point for our faculty. Let’s face it, our faculty early on
didn’t write anything or publish anything. Most of the tenured faculty members from the earliest
times had hardly ever published anything. They were pretty good teachers. They devoted their
time here, and they were devoted to the school and the students as far as I could tell, but they
weren’t scholars of any rank.
I think, and understandably, that many of them were apprehensive about bringing others
in who would join the growing ranks of those who had come along after them, whom they had
bestowed tenure on, and recognizing, I’m sure, that we needed scholars, and if they weren’t
9

going to be them, we needed to encourage others. So there would be concerns about, well, this
person might be a scholar, but he or she simply puts scholarship über alles, and the kind of
scholarship that the other group didn’t really credit with much practical use. It wasn’t instructive
to lawyers particularly. It didn’t instruct the profession. It probably didn’t instruct the judges
except very few, very theoretical judges. But it certainly was a dialog among and between those
scholars around the country, and we’ve seen that, that’s grown. You know what I’m referring to,
and I think anybody who’s been in academics knows it.
Having experienced some of that at AU when I was visiting, at American University that
one semester and then summer, I learned early on that they had the same kind of schism, and it
was even in spades there because that was clearly a downtown Washington, D.C. law school, and
it was more a counterpoint to, if you will, Cal Western, than to USD. It was right in the heart of
all the busy goings-on of lawyering in the nation’s capital, and so most of the faculty, not all but
most of them, the older ones, were carrying on practices, had one foot in practice right in
downtown. The students seemed to like that. They thought that was terrific, because that’s really
what they were looking for.
But those who were committed to pure academe and scholarship, I think, didn’t feel that
warm and fuzzy about it, and so there was always that schism. That’s what I think led to, my
being the new kid on the block, being offered that interim deanship while they were searching
for a new dean when I was there briefly.
Anyway, faculty meetings have never been my favorite thing. I’ve always felt that I
would pay somebody to be able to teach and to have the luxury of time and organizing my pace
and my time to research and think and write. But faculty governance meetings, having to prepare
exams, even that can be fun but then having to grade them [chuckle], that’s when I figure we all
earn our pay
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CHF: I do remember faculty meetings where there were some pretty harsh comments made. I
don’t remember now who made them or what it was about, but I’m sure it had to do usually with
this sense of separation and isolation, that many of the faculty felt that their efforts were being
disdained by the other group. And it was a mutual kind of thing. The scholars felt they weren’t
appreciated, so they just pretty much ignored the others, and the others felt they were really
being put down because they weren’t in the elite group. They couldn’t talk the same language
even.
But I think the round table when we added that nice faculty-staff dining room, which
hasn’t always been there, though it seems like it has, and the lunch table, and I must say, I think
for whatever reason, I think it began with Sheldon.
I thought Weckstein held things together pretty well, but he was building centers, and he
was bringing on the distinguished visitors who had such distinguished lives—Bill Wirtz and Carl
Auerbach and Nat Nathanson and Bernie Siegan and people of that genre. But again, they could
relate to the practice and the profession, and they wrote treatises. All of us, I think, whether
scholars or in whatever definition there is, we all really learned from them and benefited by their
being here, but they’ve gone. Carl is still here and Bernie, but he’s not well. The younger
scholars tended to stay pretty much to themselves.
But there’s no tension any more that I can see. There used to be a lot of tension about all
that. I always tried to, I’m a peacemaker. I’m always in the middle. I’m neither right nor left. I’m
moderate. If anything, I’m more liberal or progressive than rigidly conservative. So I was getting
it from both sides. I never really did pick a side just for picking a side. I just looked at whatever

the issues were on the merits, but I think I probably sided more with, because my sympathies
were more with those who grew up under a system where no scholarship was required and who
had not made it part of their lives professionally, and it was pretty late in the day to expect that of
them, but it was always good to get all one could out of them in other ways—they had so much
more other things to offer—and recognizing the importance of having scholars to shoulder that
load, which has after all built the school’s reputation.
We’re at a time in legal education where apparently the schools are ranked among other
things on how many published pieces they put out, whatever the merits of those pieces and
whoever the audience is for them and whatever usefulness or lack thereof there is in the legal
world, of practice in the real world. There was also, I think, I enjoyed having in the earlier years
more than I now do the sense that that dimension I mentioned earlier that I could offer and others
like me who had practiced extensively and continued to keep our hand in what was going on in
the practice was something that was useful, and was involved in the profession and in
professional organizations, the state bar, the local bars.
Again, I know in their heart of hearts those who are not interested in that, disdain it, they
really don’t. They’re not interested, but they’re glad that somebody like me and others do do that,
because it inures to the benefit of the school, to the students in its way.
RL:

That makes me think of, in particular, John Roche, who I think was a graduate of this law

school …
CHF: I taught John, yes.
RL:

… and then was hired on the faculty, and I understand that that debate came up because

his background was more practical and even the idea that we would hire one of our own, I
understand, was a little bit revolutionary and challenged at the time. Do you remember any of
that?
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CHF: John was hired—I taught him when I was adjunct, and Ed Philbin. Ed became, I think,
pretty high up in the Reagan administration, in one of the military, armed services, I think.1
Anyway, Ed was another that was hired because he was a very outstanding student. They were
both hired before I had a vote, before I was on the full-time faculty, so I don’t recall what, if any,
was any controversy.
It might have been precedent-setting for us at USD, but when I graduated from Stanford,
two of my classmates were hired. They were sent out for two years to practice, and the school
helped them find good jobs in Washington. One is still teaching there, Ken Scott. He was articles
editor of the law review. I was an associate note editor. The other was Bill [trying to
remember]—oh, what’s wrong with me? He was also on the law review, and he became the U.S.
assistant attorney general that broke up Ma Bell. Ken spent a couple of years at the Savings and
Loan Commission, and Bill is a very well known name in antitrust law.2
RL:

And we’re both looking at each other trying to bring it out from memory [laughing].

CHF: Yes, anyway, he taught I think at Covington and Burling. That was a favorite parking
spot, not parking but a favorite placement spot firm, very reputable, very prominent firm.
RL:

He worked there?

CHF: Bill did. I believe he spent a couple of years there before he came back and taught.
Bennett?
RL:

We’ll work on that. We’ll put it in a footnote.

1

Major General Edward J. Philbin, who was an assistant dean and faculty member at the law school from 1970 to
1985, has served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs, member of the Federal Maritime
Commission, and chair of the Interstate Commerce Commission.
2
William F. Baxter, the Wm. Benjamin Scott and Luna M. Scott Professor of Law, 1929-1998, see MEMORIAL
RESOLUTION at http://facultysenate.stanford.edu/archive/1999_2000/reports/106339/106421.html.
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CHF: So that was my year, 1956, two of my colleagues were hired to teach on the tenure track
as new associate professors. So I wasn’t surprised that we would hire them. I guess Roche stood
very well in his class, and he was interested in teaching.
RL:

Did any of the debates that you were talking about deal also with the issue of bringing

gender and racial and ethnic diversity to the faculty?
CHF: Yes, I was not involved in the discussions at the time that the first women professors
were hired, but when I came on, I don’t think any women had been hired since the initial ones,
since Sarah Velman and Doris Alspaugh. When Sister Sally Furay became provost, that was at a
time when my wife and her classmates, Judge Keep and Judge Reid, were very much for
affirmatively breaking the glass ceiling and opening doors and opportunities in the profession
and in law schools for women and minorities, and they were working hard at that in the
community.
It was going on all over. It started with the outrageous, anything to get attention,
obviously they had to make a case, so you had the bra burning, and that, of course, had a
counter-effect for many, but that became a symbol of sorts. That was unfortunate, but it was a
time when people’s consciousness was being raised about how discriminatory the practices were
in banking, in professional life, in education, all of those things. You encountered that, I’m sure.
And I was happily going along, not aware of much of that, stupid, but I had my
consciousness raised, mostly because I happened to have the good luck and fortune to meet Lynn
and her friends. And then Sister Furay joined the faculty. I must tell you, if I haven’t told you,
the story of when she first appeared in my class, I must tell you that. That would be earlier in
time, but now she’s provost, and one of the first things I think she set about doing was righting
this traditional law, this historic law, at least in our institution.
She was a formidable force, and she made it very clear early on in our discussions in the
law faculty that we had to really give some serious consideration to diversifying the faculty. It
did not reflect the face or color or gender of who we were increasingly seeking to attract and
getting as students. Of course, we didn’t even have a black faculty member. I don’t recall that we
had any Hispanic faculty members.
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So we began to look around. One of the early, I think, beneficiaries of Sally’s edict was
Gail Heriot. There’s some irony there, because she doesn’t believe in affirmative action. She’s
quite outspoken against it, very conservative politically and very active politically, but in point of
fact, from my sight, and I’ve told her this, discussed it with her, and I’m fond of her. We’re
office-mates. Her office and mine adjoin and have for years, but I recall at that time, we had men,
white men, males from Harvard and this school and that, and they were in what’s called the meat
market. I mean, they were all at the ABA being recruited, but we were determined to carry out
our mission as laid down by Sally, and find some qualified women, and we found one. There’s
no question that Gail and then others who followed were qualified, but if it hadn’t been for that
push or that insistence that we open it up, we probably would have followed the old pattern.
I don’t know if Gail was actually the first. I just can’t recall now. In the clinic, it was a
different matter. The clinic, the traditional faculty, I don’t think they much cared. They were on a
different track, tenure. There was quite a push for clinics in the decade or two before all this, and
we had to have one. I remember when Terry Player was recruited to head it. I don’t believe she
was that controversial.
RL:

Was the whole idea of a clinic controversial in terms of parity?

CHF: Yes, well, certainly in terms of parity. It shouldn’t have the same tenure track. I think the
first head of our clinic was Charlie Lynch, and then he was followed by, I think, Terry.
RL:

I think that’s right.

CHF: And then, we had …
RL:

Are you thinking of Laura Berend?

CHF: No, a man, a colleague, a fully tenured colleague who came in and took on the clinic,
Walt Heiser. Walt came on and took on the clinic, became head of the clinic, but he quickly was
considered for regular faculty tenure and at some point stepped out of the clinic.
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Now there’s a colleague who has kept ties to the practice, to the profession. He’s been
given the Witkin award, which I was privileged to receive, by our local bar and Library Justice
Foundation. So it was not automatic that you were in one camp or the other, but to get regular
tenure you had to produce and meet the standards that were being applied uniformly, more or
less uniformly, to all tenure-track. Otherwise, you could be given contracts or some kind of job
security but not tenure. That’s my memory of it.
RL:

Was there ever an argument in these tenure discussions that scholarship was actually

being sacrificed to diversity?
CHF: I don’t recall that at all. No, it seems that it was apparently easier for the faculty, looking
at the results, to hire women and minorities for the clinic than to bring them on as full-blown
tenure-track colleagues, and maybe that was because it was easier to take risks about the quality
of scholarship in the clinic where scholarship could be very practical, and it wouldn’t have to be
theoretical, and it wouldn’t have to be groundbreaking and earthshaking, even though the piece
of earth that is shaken is miniscule. [laughter]
RL:

You talked about how different deans have different approaches, and so you had

mentioned a little bit about Don Weckstein, that he was more into building centers and the like,
and when he stepped down, and a new dean came in, that was Sheldon Krantz. How would you
describe his administration, maybe in comparison to some of the others?
CHF: Well, I thought he very much was in the mold of Don Weckstein. Weckstein, as I say,
was very active in the profession. He was very comfortable at bar association meetings and with
the labor world, professional labor world, not only labor lawyers but the Department of Labor in
Washington and that sort of thing. Don’s own scholarship was pretty practical. He wrote
Nutshells that were so useful to students and instructors and others as well as designed for
lawyers. He wrote casebooks. He was interested in the ethics, as it plays out, of lawyering and
judging, and so he became good at that. He was interested in arbitrations and being involved in
mediations, so he was very much a part of the legal community as it was operating.
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Sheldon came in, and he was interested in criminal law and procedure and that sort of
thing, and he too had a good way of bridging and being involved in the profession. I think it’s
significant that since then, he’s gone on and I think he’s teaching at, I don’t know if it’s
Georgetown or GW or somewhere, but he’s with a firm of note and doing I guess interesting and
pretty significant legal work with that firm. It’s a Washington based firm.3
In any event, Sheldon also, I thought, brought a lot of good things to the school. It’s just
that he had a personal problem with his wife, and they went through a bad time. It took a toll on
him physically. He had bleeding ulcers. It was kind of sad. I was sorry to see him leave.
And then, of course, good old Grant Morris came in, once more into the breach, and then
we recruited Kristine, as I recall. Again, we were looking for diversity. We weren’t determined
to find a woman, but we were hoping we might, and she appeared. I was on that search
committee. I had high hopes.
Again, she was from Berkeley. She had done some scholarship. She had a good
reputation, and she seemed to be a healer. I must say, under Weckstein, I saw that schism
between scholars and non-scholars, and it had reached a point where some people weren’t
speaking to other people or wouldn’t eat with them on the faculty because their feelings were
hurt. They felt they had been slighted; each had slighted the other or didn’t value the other.
As I say, that played out at faculty meetings sometimes, particularly in personnel matters.
I thought that kind of calmed down under Sheldon. I don’t think Don was the source of it in any
way, but I think that we all kind of decided that we’d take a breather [chuckle] under Sheldon,
and I think that it continued to be fairly calm—maybe it’s because everybody was pretty much
rallying and consolidating in reaction to the problems that Kristine brought. I didn’t see the
problems internally, but it was embarrassing to have that lawsuit, and I think we all felt we were
trying to hold the fort down together collectively.
RL:

So in some way, you’re saying, that overrode some of the …

3

Sheldon Krantz is a partner at the Washington office of DLA Piper. According to the Web site,
http://www.dlapiper.com/sheldon_krantz/, “his particular areas of focus include matters relating to federal and state
regulation of internet activities, environmental law, health care, FDA, export controls, civil and criminal RICO, legal
ethics, legal malpractice, corporate compliance programs, and federal sentencing guidelines. … He now teaches
white collar criminal law at American University Washington College of Law.”
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CHF: I think it did. I think some of the pettiness and so forth … I mean, a number of the faculty
members were talking, and I’m sure they came to others, and they came to me. Pete Hughes was
then head of the board of trustees, a long-time friend in the practice. He chaired the board of
trustees, and something had to be done, you know, and so some strange bedfellows were angling
and politicking in what they believed was the best interest of the institution, the law school,
which we all love, to improve it and to change things. That overrode, I think it’s fair to say,
whatever the differences were among us. That’s a strange kind of ironic thing, but that can
sometimes … We hunkered down.
RL:

Sometimes there’s that common enemy phenomenon, too, although that’s a rather

negative way of stating it.
CHF: Yes, it wasn’t so much a common enemy; it was a common problem. It had to be
addressed, and how do we address it, and what do we do?
RL:

Under the latest administration, which is now come to an end under Dean Rodriguez, did

you see that flare up again?
CHF: No, I must say, I think Rodriguez picked his leaving if he were ever to collect baggage
before he collected any significant baggage. That’s my sense of it. I’ve seen no signs personally
of any great disappointment or dissatisfaction. I’m more of a go-along get-along kind of guy. I
try to see the best of what we’re getting, and I recognize that people have failings, and they‘re
not perfect, and they’re not going to satisfy everyone. There’s no one who could be a dean of a
bright fractious faculty with tender egos, sometimes huge egos, people who each are used to
having total command of anywhere from twenty to a hundred or more bright energetic law
students every day, total control, and that’s why faculty meetings, everybody’s got to have their
own spin on it and say it their way even though they’re only repeating what others have said in
the main.
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I think each dean has made a very important series of positive contributions. I think they
all have tried to do that and have succeeded. Dean Rodriguez, I think he’s young enough I hoped
he’d stay longer, but you get burned out.
RL:

I can’t imagine how anyone could not burn out in that position.

Before we go on, let’s not forget, let’s tuck in the story about Sister Sally Furay in your
class.
CHF: Okay, so I’m teaching first-year Torts at night—this is before I’m tenured and before I
joined the faculty full-time and became tenured—and I walked in in a fall class, I guess the end
of August as usual, for my first class meeting of that new semester, new academic year, in Torts.
I had always enjoyed mixing my class discussion and any lecturing with some jokes, some of
which were pretty off-color. I’m embarrassed to say it, but I’m giving this true confession.
I particularly like to start the class off with a little humor, but I looked down when it was
time to begin, and there on the aisle in I’d say about the fifth row was a woman sitting in habit,
in a black nun’s habit. Nobody had warned me that we were going to have a nun in class, and at
that time, she was not a provost. She was very active in the College for Women. I don’t know if
she was dean. She was teaching literature and English and so forth.
I gulped, and I just went on, but I immediately said, “Hugh, clean it up, clean it up.
You’ve gotta clean it up. You’ve gotta be careful.”
A few classes later, we got to chatting, and so I said, “You know, Sister, you changed my
entire teaching M.O. I’ve had to sterilize some of the stories and jokes that I’ve always tried to
use that I thought were, however remotely, somewhat apt to make a point.”
She said, “Well, I don’t want you to do that.”
I said, “Well, no, I think discretion is the better part of valor. I’ve got to do it.”
She said, “Well, will I never know what they are?”
I said, “Well, maybe some day, if we’re having a glass of wine or something, or if I ever
hear you swear, I might feel free.”
She laughed. But I did, I just cleaned it up, but some of the students from before that time,
I’ll see them and they’ll say, “I’ll never forget that story you told about the last clear chance,”
9

which I will not repeat, because it’s no longer pol … It’s simply inappropriate. I didn’t realize
how inappropriately I behaved in those days.
RL:

Right, and it’s amazing how our outlook has changed.

CHF: Oh, I mean it’s revolutionary!
RL:

Yes, and fortunately or otherwise, the young people don’t appreciate it because they

never had to deal with it.
CHF: That’s right, although they still have room to grow too, some of them. I mean, I figure
living is a process, and it’s growing. You evolve.
RL:

Absolutely. Well, that’s a great story. Can you tell us what she was like as a student?

CHF: I don’t remember too much. She wasn’t that outspoken in the classes. I think the only
class I had her in was Torts. After she graduated, right after she graduated, she joined the bar. I
remember we talked about her joining the bar, county bar, and she wanted to get involved in a
committee that I was then chairing. It was called the Youth and Law Committee.
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CHF: It was called the Committee on Youth and Law. I had created it, I guess. I had been
appointed chair of it by the board of directors of the county bar. We were a collection of lawyers
and of academics who were interested, and she joined it right away, interested in seeing what we
could do as a bar association to improve the youths of our community’s perception of lawyers,
the legal process, the rule of law.
I had done that on the state bar level. I had been one of the organizers of an effort that
became and now is a worldwide organization. It’s got twenty, thirty million dollars funding each
year from the government and others. We’re the first line called on by our State Department and
our Department of Education when a new emerging democracy is ready to try and operate.
They’re working on getting us into Iraq now.
It’s called the Center for Civic Education, and it was started by San Diego, our bar and
the state bar of California, and we called it then The Law in a Free Society. We developed
programs and went around teaching in schools, and it grew from there statewide, and then it
became national. Then, huge impetus was given it when we celebrated our bicentennial of the
Constitution, of the Declaration of Independence in nineteen seventy-six, and then the
Bicentennial Commission adopted the idea that there should be emphasis on education rather
than tall ships and ceremonies. So they contracted with us; by then we were a national program.
We’re in every congressional district in the country, our programs, and in many countries in the
world.
I’m still on the board. I was president for a number of years. I’ve enjoyed that activity too.
Again, those were the kinds of things I was doing while I was a lawyer, and then I brought that

and continued to have more time to do it when I was on the faculty. I don’t think that’s the sort
of thing that any of my colleagues particularly was aware of or appreciated. I don’t think they
would not have appreciated it. That was not something that was of interest to them, but it was to
me.
RL:

And Sally took a role in this?

CHF: Well, Sally got involved in the San Diego effort. I think she chaired the Education
Committee. When I became president of the bar in seventy-six, seventy-seven, she took on the
Education Committee, as I recall, of the bar, county bar. She never got involved in the national,
because by then, she was much too involved in her own …
RL:

She was provost by that time?

CHF: I think she was.
RL:

Did you ever discuss with her her purpose in going to law school and getting a law

degree?
CHF: Yes, as I recall, I can’t quote her but my recollection is that she, like Bishop Buddy, who
had always loved law, the concept of justice, I think she felt, as I always did—I remember I
wrote an essay when I was applying to law school, and I hope, I must have, if we talked about it,
I must have quoted it, and I know she felt the same way, that the law and the rule of law is really
the thing that separates us from the beasts. It’s the only way to effect a bloodless resolution of
the conflicts that inevitably beset us as human beings. There have to be rules, and the way
they’re developed and how they’re enforced, interpreted, is a constant challenge, but that’s what
lawyers do. That’s a very important role in society, not that helping find cures for the physical
ailments isn’t important, and other things aren’t important, but I think that’s what attracted her.
She didn’t practice much, but she was very interested in these, what would you call them,
these outreach to the community activities, Rachel’s House and a lot of things that Lynn was
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getting involved in they did together. Then they teamed up and taught the first time as a teamtaught course for several years Sex Discrimination and the Law. Then, Lynn went on to other
things and dropped out. I think Sally brought in others to help teach it or to give a different
perspective. Sally liked to hide the ball. She loved to teach, and here she is a nun. By then they
were no longer wearing habit, but you could tell she was a nun, wearing a large crucifix, and
everybody called her Sister Furay.
I remember stories—one time, I think Lynn said, after a class, they were talking about
abortion and Roe v. Wade and other cases, and some students came up in the class to Sister Furay
and said, “I think from what I’m hearing you say, you think that’s a good decision, and you’re
pro-abortion or for not making it illegal.”
And she said, “Well, I’m not telling you what I believe. I don’t think that’s appropriate in
this class, but I’m glad that you feel you could draw that conclusion.”
Because it was the law, you know, but that was interesting.
RL:

It is interesting.

CHF: So she is a remarkable woman.
RL:

You mentioned Bishop Buddy—did he have a law degree?

CHF: I don’t believe so, no. He was the founding bishop of USD. He and Mother Mary Hill, I
guess, from San Francisco whose younger brother was a classmate of mine in high school at
Piedmont High, Bill Hill, up in the Bay Area, so I knew of her. I knew her; I knew the family,
the Hill family. They founded this place, and he always, I am told, loved St. Thomas More. That
was his favorite saint.
He wanted a law school, and when he started it, he named the building that we eventually,
after a year or two of getting it going, our law building, he named it More Hall.
RL:

Do you know the story of the change of that name to Warren Hall?
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CHF: Well, the Warrens were very active. Warren was a trustee, and I guess he gave a lot of
money, and I guess they offered a naming opportunity. By then, Bishop Buddy was gone, and I
think there had been one or two succession bishops, and maybe it didn’t matter to them anymore.
We had a lawyer who had made a lot of money building tract homes in Manhattan area or
in Long Island, somewhere in the New York area, Marvin Kratter. He had moved out west with
his daughter and his wife. Don Weckstein cultivated him. He was very interested in our law
school, and he gave a fairly large gift to grow the library here. I remember I was here at the
dedication. They named it the Kratter Library.
RL:

Was that after it had moved over to this Knights of Columbus building?

CHF: Yes.
RL:

That was after.

CHF: Well, it might have been synchronous with it. I don’t remember this ever being the
Knights of Columbus law library. I think it was a naming opportunity that was coincident with
setting this up as the law library. We had Dean Bayless Manning, as I recall, from Stanford come
down and give the dedication address. Don was the dean, and Marv Kratter and his family were
here, and it was named the Kratter library. Now, I don’t know if it’s even the Kratter collection
in the library. I don’t know what happened there. I don’t know how they erased, how one erases
history.
RL:

I’ve heard a variety of stories, some having to do with the full promise of the gift not

coming to fruition, and I don’t know if that’s accurate or not.
CHF: Well, it could be. I do know that Marv fell on hard times. He invested in some things that
didn’t pan out. If the pledge wasn’t fulfilled, why that could well be.
RL:

Yes, and then I’m not sure who cultivated the Pardees.
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CHF: He also, George Pardee, was a long time trustee of the university.
RL:

Okay, and that name change would have happened under Dean Krantz, I think.

CHF: I think so. Art Hughes was long time president and chair, and I think Pardee came on the
board. Manchester’s a very close friend of Art Hughes. He gave the business school and a
number of other things. Those names have stuck I think those gifts—I don’t know if they were
promises or not. I assume they were hard gifts that were consummated, executed.
RL:

Well, I was going to say that those names are still prominent in the area in terms of land

development and that kind of thing.
CHF: That’s right.
RL:

Mentioning the Kratter Law Library, do you have any entertaining memories of

experiences having to do with the library or how the library was moved or how it was built or
any of the personalities that came and went? I’ve heard of a book brigade bringing the books
over from then More Hall to …?
CHF: From the then More Hall over here? I wasn’t involved in that.
RL:

Or was it from across the street?

CHF: Yes, well, we brought books, such as they were, and my memory is it was only a trip or
two [laughter]. There were very few, whatever books we had over in the Quonset huts to the
library at More Hall, that’s now Warren Hall, to the third floor up there. I think this move from
up there over to this building that became dedicated as the library, I don’t recall. Everything just
shut down. I think it was over the summer. Some of us were not even around.
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RL:

I see. Maybe you were in Paris at the time.

CHF: Probably. I do remember thought that before the current library renovation, when all of
this was redone, before that, lawyers used to come here a lot. There always was the County Law
Library downtown, but we had a large practice collection, and for whatever reason, maybe it was
quieter, maybe they wanted to get away. It is tranquil. There was probably more parking then. I
would always run into lawyers from downtown.
I officed on the third floor, and I had a larger office further down next to Weckstein when
he stepped down. So I was here, and I’d see these lawyers, you know, and they’d be in the
carrels, and it was fun. I could introduce them to students if students were walking by, “You
ought to meet this young student here.”
It was kind of nice. I don’t see too many lawyers any more here. I think part of it is
because we don’t have the kind of practice collection we used to. I know that that was deliberate.
I know Nancy and I had that fight. She did, I think, keep—I’ve always sent down a couple of my
practice guides.
RL:

Oh, absolutely.

CHF: But we don’t have the full collection of the Rutter Group, and we don’t have CEB, I
don’t think.
RL:

We don’t have the full collection, but we actually, I think, have more CEB than Rutter.

CHF: I wonder why that is, because the Rutter Group’s probably more widely used and
considered more user-friendly. I don’t think I’m prejudiced, because I’ve written for CEB, and
I’ve lectured for them.
RL:

Well, I have to tell you that among my jobs is answering the suggestions that are dropped

on scraps of paper into our suggestion box, and if I did a count, I would probably say that up

6

there with the highest volume of suggestions is why don’t we have the Rutter Group. In later
years, what I’ve been able to say to students is that they have full access to it on Westlaw.
CHF: That’s true. It’s on CD-ROM, and it’s on Lexis and Westlaw.
RL:

We don’t even do the CD-ROM anymore. It was a decision that was made, I think shortly

before I came here, to move the collection away from a focus on practice and toward a focus on
being an academic law library, and that certainly does get raised periodically.
CHF: And that reflects the general shift in the attempt to make the focus more-researchoriented on the faculty but as a dichotomy away from practice, not research into better practice
techniques.
RL:

No, you shed some light on that for me as well.

CHF: And that debate rages or lurks beneath the surface if it isn’t overt. I know that it goes on
in most institutions. It’s not unique to ours.
RL:

I think it is brought into more stark relief by the relative youth of our law school, that we

still have the memory of those of you who developed this school, who built this school, whereas
at your alma mater and my alma mater, which is one of the oldest law schools in the country,
there are several hundred years of history, and so it’s more of an ongoing thing than of an actual
developmental kind of it, but you’re right.
CHF: And part of the problem with our youth is too that we haven’t yet got enough of a very
effective grip on how to harmonize that with alumni, with the bar, with the profession, with our
own students, and with our own faculty. I go up to Stanford, and they have wonderful theorists
up there. They’re a match for ours, I think, but they are very much engaged though and interested
in what goes on in the real world and in practice. At least, they don’t turn their back on it. There
are think tanks, so-called, or efforts and activities there that are very practical and that enlist the
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bar. They develop data from practice, particularly in the securities law area, and then in turn,
they’re relied on, and people can write and publish something as a study on this or that. Again,
it’s not terribly theoretical, but it’s useful. I think, as we mature, hopefully we’ll be able to
harmonize those two.
RL:

Well, you won’t get any argument from me.

CHF: I know.
RL:

You talked about running into lawyers in the library, and of course, I think that among

the descriptors I might use to describe your role here, “well-connected” would be among them
because of your public service, and I know that we’ve just touched real lightly on the many,
many things that you’ve done, but can you talk about maybe, you might know better than some
of your colleagues about some of the alums, some of the people who have passed through your
classes who have also become shining lights in the community. I know that we were both at the
alumni luncheon last week where two of them were honored. If you have any kind of personal
recollections about people who are now leaders in our community, in our legal community …
CHF: Well, starting with the most recent, I don’t remember Michael Shames. I was teaching
adjunct, I guess, in those days. I only taught Business Planning or occasionally filled in for one
of the first-year courses when somebody was ill or this or that, and I’d be asked to come out from
downtown, so for a number of years I was really very much part time. I’ve taught almost every
year, every semester, so my service continued more or less continuously, but I didn’t have a lot
of exposure to a lot of the students.
In the earliest years, of course, I taught almost every course. Every year, I taught a big
course. There were very few electives in those days, and so I’ve mentioned some of the people
that I, Tom Sharkey and Jerry McMahon and Bob Baxley. They were leaders, became senior
partners of law firms, and they were significant. I think Jim Krause did take a class from me.
Again, it was a lecture class. I don’t remember him very well until he started teaching adjunct
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Securities Law, and I was asked, among others I guess, to go in and evaluate his teaching. I was
very impressed, and we became better acquainted.
I’ve dealt with many of these guys as an expert for them or a consultant for them, or
sometimes they just want to run something by me, “Have you got a minute, Hugh? Can I talk to
you about this case I’ve got?”
I was always flattered and happy to do it. Sometimes, they’d engage me if they thought I
could make a contribution.
RL:

Did a lot of that come from the fact that they had been in your classes and that’s how they

knew you even though I know we can’t remember the thousands of faces that …
CHF: Yes, some of that. I often get calls from somebody who will say, “I’m with so-and-so
now, and you may not remember me, but I was in your Corporations class in eighty-eight or in
ninety-one, and I’ve got a corporations question” or “We’ve got a case. Do you do any
consulting, or could you suggest someone?”
And I do consult where I have the time, and if it’s something that’s of interest, and if
there’s no conflict. There are a number of former students that I’ve worked with. Mike Thorsnes
was a student that I remember very well. We became friends of sorts when he was a student, you
know, because that was in the days when most of them were older, at least my age or older than I,
although Mike’s younger. One of Mike’s first clients was Buzzy Bavasi’s son. Buzzy was
president of the San Diego Padres and a part owner when I was on the board and represented
them for the National League franchise. I remember Mike.
There are a number of them that I, if I had to summon it up … It’s been a rich life. I’ve
been very privileged to stay in a community, teach, practice, and be involved in a number of
capacities with some of these folk. It’s been fun.
RL:

As I am working on transcribing our discussions, I get a big sense of that myself, and I

think that’s wonderful and a wonderful example for young people, not only all the serious things
that we try to teach them, but work hard and have a good time. Enjoy what you’re doing. Make
great friends, and just have something that you can really look back on fondly.
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CHF: Lynn and I were watching a TV show recently, and at the end of it—it’s a fairly new
show about law and a law firm, and the fellow that was Star Trek commander, Captain Kirk, he’s
now gained a lot of weight, and he’s quite heavy now, but he’s one of the stars. He’s a senior
partner of the law firm, and there’s a fellow named Spader, James Spader, a nice looking
younger man who’s the other star of the show, the younger partner. After a hard day, they always
end their show after all the litigation and the trial and the witness and everything, they end it up
back in their offices overlooking, I guess, Manhattan, or wherever it is, and they smoke cigars,
and Captain Kirk, I’ll call him—what is his name?
RL:

I knew you were going to ask me, and my kids are going to kill me because I just can’t

bring it forward.
CHF: You know who I mean. Anyway, he sits there puffing his cigar, and he’s obviously very
full of delight at how things have turned out, and you just sense his sense of well-being, and he
says, “I like being me. I like being me. Do you like being you?” he says to Spader.
And Spader just looks at him. So I said to Lynn, “Lynn, I like being me.”
I really do. That’s a wonderful way to say it. I’m happy with myself. I’m pretty content. I
think that on reflection, by and large I’m very happy with how my life’s turned out. I’ve had
students ask me—they’ll come in almost every year to talk to me about career, and I give them
the best advice I can, depending on what they’re after. I’m sorry that I don’t know now what I
used to know—my pulse of the practice, corporate bar and securities, but I still keep in touch
with a lot of the firms because I do this consulting and expert witnessing, and that helps me, not
that it’s a rationalization; I do it because I enjoy it on its merits, but a side benefit is I sometimes
can steer people, and I’ve steered a number of young lawyers who are interested in securities
litigation to the Bill Lerach firm, and they’re doing very well. Some of them have become
partners now, Patrick Daniels and others over the years.
And they’ll ask me, “How did you get to be what you do, to be where you are?”
And it is purely, I used the word before, serendipitous. I knew I wanted to be a lawyer.
My father had been one, and so I was groomed to be one, and I found I enjoyed it in the attorney
10

general’s office. I came to San Diego because that’s where my first wife and I wanted to raise
our kids. Her parents had been here. But I hadn’t planned on being a corporate lawyer. Willynilly, I’ve become a corporate lawyer, and I learned about it, and I’m handling a growing
corporate empire as a lawyer. Then I get a chance to get involved in teaching the first week I’m
in San Diego, so I sign up. You know, never say no.
RL:

That may be the answer.

CHF: And I find I enjoy that, and I stay with it. Despite my best efforts at teaching, I said this
when I gave a commencement address for our school some years ago, I’ve always thought I
learned more than I could teach others.
Then, I get involved in the bar, and that leads to these things, education and citizenship
and civics of our youth. Who better to do it than lawyers, because we have a Socratic way of sort
of teaching by internalizing and experiencing, even if it’s simulated, and there’s no way kids are
going to learn civics by memorizing the Declaration of Independence or the Preamble. That’s the
way we were taught, by rote, in my day.
So anyway, I’m really pleased with all that.
Now, did I talk about the wonderful opportunity to give a commencement address? Did
we cover that?
RL:

No, we haven’t.
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CHF: I was asking if I had told you about the opportunity to speak at commencement. I think it
was the year I was bar president, which would have been seventy-six, seventy-seven. It would
have been nineteen seventy-six. Weckstein had apparently, and the faculty, I remember, knowing
about this, had lined up President Ford to speak. Did I tell you this story?
RL:

No.

CHF: I got a call from Don in my office downtown one day, and he said, “Hugh, you know,
commencement’s coming up in about a week and a half. Were you planning to attend?”
I said, “No, I don’t think I was going to go, Don.”
And he said, “Well, you know, I promised the students and the faculty President Ford,
and something’s come up. He can’t be there, and you’re the only president I know on short
notice. You’re the president of the county bar. Would you be willing to give the commencement
address? The faculty’s authorized an honorary for you, because of your long time contributions
to the school.”
So then I said, “Well, I’m flattered. I never considered that, but you know, I never say
no.”
So I said, “Well, I’ll do it, Don.”
I think I spent sleepless nights for the next six, eight nights trying to figure out what the
hell have I got to say? They were doing it at the Civic Theater downtown, Civic Center, you

know, with that big theater where they do the opera, all that stuff, and I went up there, and sure
enough, it was packed. I think I opened by saying, “I’m filling in for President Ford.”
Anyway, that was kind of a nice thing.
RL:

Oh, that’s a great story. That’s wonderful.
I know that you have to leave, because of your busy schedule, and go do a gig, and so I

think what I’d just like to wind up on is what advice you might give to a young person who is
entering the career of teaching law.
CHF: Well, again, I’ve come to learn that there are two approaches, at least, to teaching law.
One is to be a scholar and be very theoretical and join that group of similar scholars who have
wonderful dialogue with each other and write to each other and rebuttal to each other, and they
write in a way that, frankly, I don’t find comfortable, I don’t really understand. It makes me feel
stupid [chuckle].
I mean, I think I’m fairly bright and intelligent, but I don’t understand much of what they
write. I try. I’ve read it and read it and read it, and I finally find, for me, it’s not rewarding. So I
can’t give much advice to such a person, except from my own life and my own sights, I think
what’s needed, will always be needed as much or more than anything else, is lawyers who are
not only ethical but who are enhancing the professional practice for clients and improving the
legal system. I think that would be very rewarding, and my own advice from my own experience
is even if your inclination is to be very theoretical, see if you can’t apply that, pull it down to
some real world applications where it can be tested, and just get it out of the test tube and get it
into the human being so that it can benefit and you can give it a chance to work.
I don’t know if that is very good advice, but that’s from this dichotomy that we’ve been
discussing. The other advice is get involved in the profession. It’s the most rewarding thing. The
friends you’ll make, the acquaintances, the activities that you’ll be exposed to, and you can pick
and choose what interests you, and when life is over, you’ll feel very proud to have had a chance
to get involved and make a difference. It’s really important to make a difference to the extent one
can, hopefully for good.
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RL:

Well, thank you so much. I have to say that I have enjoyed these conversations

immensely.
CHF: Well, good, so have I, Ruth.
RL:

And I really appreciate your contributions.

CHF: I’m glad to do it, and maybe we can do this again in ten years or fifteen years.
RL:

There you go.
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